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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



Applicants: Inou Toru et al. 

Serial No.: 10/551,124 

Filed: September 26, 2005 

For: ULTRA-LIGHT SOUND INSULATOR 

Group: 1771 

Examiner: Chang, V. 

Conf. No.: 4032 

APPEAL BRIEF 



Mail Stop: Appeal Brief - Patents October 1 7, 201 1 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

This Appeal Brief is being submitted under 37 CFR 41 .37 in connection 
with the appeal of the above-identified application, a Notice of Appeal having 
been filed on August 1 5, 201 1 . 

REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real parties in interest are Takehiro Co., Ltd. and Toyota Boshoku 
Corporation, the assignees of the subject application. 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

On information and belief, there is no other prior or pending appeal, 
interference or judicial proceeding known to Appellants, Appellants' legal 
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representative, or assignee which may be related to, directly affect, or be 
directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this pending 
appeal. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-6, 14, 16-18, 20 and 28 have been rejected at least twice and 
are being appealed. 

STATUS OF THE AMENDMENTS 

No amendments have been filed subsequent to final rejection. 
However, an Amendment is being filed herewith cancelling claim 15. 

SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The present invention, as defined in independent claim 1 on appeal, 
relates to an ultra-light sound insulator. See, page 1 , lines 6-1 1 of Appellants' 
substitute specification. The ultra-light sound insulator 1 of the present 
invention includes a sound absorption layer 2 that is light in weight and has a 
thickness in a range of 1 to 50 mm varying from one region to another in a 
range not greater than 50 mm and a density in the range of 0.01 to 0.2 g/cm 3 
See, Figures 3 and 4 and page 7, lines 15-29 and page 20, line 1 to page 21 , 
line 4 of Appellants' substitute specification. An air-impermeable resonance 
layer 3 in the form of a film having a thickness in a range of 10-200 um is 
bonded to the sound absorption layer 2 via an adhesive layer 4 and has an 
area-weight of not greater than 200 g/m 2 . See, page 21 , line 29 to page 22, 
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line 10 of Appellants' substitute specification. Appellants choose the adhesion 
strength and adhesion area of the adhesive layer 4 to provide a particular 
resonance. That is, the adhesion strength of the adhesive layer 4 against the 
sound absorption layer 2 and the air-impermeable resonance layer 3 is set in 
a range of 1-20 N/25 mm under conditions of an peel angle 180° and a peel 
width of 25 mm while an adhesion area of the adhesive layer 4 is 50-100% of 
a whole interface between the sound absorption layer 2 and the air- 
impermeable resonance layer 3. This provides a sound insulator 1 in which 
resonance due to a total mass of the air-impermeable resonance layer 3 and 
the sound absorption layer 2 occurs in addition to the membrane resonance of 
the air-impermeable resonance layer 2. In the ultra-light sound insulator 1 of 
the present invention, the sound absorption layer 2 is adapted to face a 
vehicle body panel while the air-impermeable resonance layer 3 is adapted to 
face a vehicle interior. See, Figures 3 and 4 and page 7, lines 15-29; page 
22, lines 20-26; and page 23, line 15 to page 29, line 17 of Appellants' 
substitute specification. 

GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Whether claims 1,6,14,1 6-1 8, 20 and 28 are definite under 35 U.S.C. 

§112, second paragraph. 

Whether claims 1,6,14,1 6-1 8, 20 and 28 are patentable under 35 

U.S.C. §1 03(a) over U.S. Patent No. 4,966,799 to Lucca et al. as evidenced 

by U.S. Patent No. 4,131 ,664 to Flowers et al. 
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ARGUMENT 

The Claims Are Definite 

The claims were amended in the Amendment filed May 5, 201 1 , to 
specifically adopt the interpretation of the limitation at issue made by the 
Examiner in numbered section 4 of the office action mailed February 8, 201 1 . 
As noted by the Examiner in numbered section 4 of the office action mailed 
February 8, 201 1 , that interpretation, and the limitation now in the claims, is 
consistent with the description at page 21 of appellants' specification and Fig. 
4. The limitation is definite despite the allegation by the Examiner to the 
contrary in the last office action. That is, while the Examiner alleges "it is 
unclear how to structurally differentiate 'one region' from 'another,'" this 
allegation is not well founded. It is submitted the scope of the claim is clear to 
a hypothetical person possessing the ordinary level of skill in the pertinent art. 
Such a person only needs to determine whether the sound absorption layer 
(1) has a thickness in a range of 1 to 50 mm, and (2) whether, looking at any 
one region and comparing its thickness to any other region, the thickness 
variation remains in a range not greater than 50 mm. 

Such was apparent to the Examiner himself in the office action mailed 
February 8, 201 1 . What was apparent to the Examiner then has not suddenly 
become indefinite simply because the Examiner has again shifted positions. 
The Examiner has constantly shifted his position on this issue (compare the 
lack of any rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, in the office 
action mailed January 21 , 2010 immediately preceding the initial appeal with 
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the support for the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, in the 
office action mailed November 5, 2010 reopening prosecution, the different 
support for the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, in the 
office action mailed February 8, 201 1 and the different the support for the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, in the office action mailed 
May 1 3, 201 1 ). This has presented a "moving target" for appellants. 
Nevertheless, it is submitted the claims as now presented are definite in that 
the claims are consistent with the description at page 21 of appellants' 
specification and Fig. 4, and the scope of the claim is clear to a hypothetical 
person possessing the ordinary level of skill in the pertinent art. The 
Examiner has not demonstrated otherwise. 

Moreover, the Examiner's current interpretation of the claims as 
presented in numbered section 4 of the office action mailed May 13, 201 1 is 
incorrect and finds no basis in the specification, drawings or prosecution 
history. Contrary to the Examiner's current interpretation, the sound insulator 
of the present invention is compressed during the production process to be 
formed in a shape with a thickness variation. It is not compressed after 
applying it to a vehicle structural surface by being sandwiched between 
panels as alleged by the Examiner. Moreover, the sound insulator of the 
present invention is not sandwiched between structural panels while in use. 
Instead, there is no panel at the side of the air-impermeable resonance layer. 
Namely, the air-impermeable resonance layer is not restricted by any panel, 
making it more useful for resonance. 
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The Claims Are Patentable over Lucca et al. as evidenced by U.S. 



Patent No. 4.131 ,664 to Flowers et al. 



The ultra-light sound insulator presently claimed is not disclosed by or 
obvious over Lucca et al., alone or as "evidenced by" Flowers et al. 

The Lucca et al. patent discloses a structural element that contains a 
first sound-absorbing and thermally insulating layer 21 and a second- 
insulating, dimensionally stable supporting layer 23. A porous or microporous 
decorative layer 22 can be applied to the outside of the first layer and a 
thermal formed carpet 24 can be applied to the outside of the supporting 
layer. A heat-sealable adhesive layer 27 can be placed between the two 
layers, the adhesive layer increasing the bond between the two layers. It is 
disclosed that, because of the dimensionally stable supporting layer, the 
structural element can be used as a sound screen without a holding frame or 
as a sound-insulating bodywork part without a supporting surface. 

The structural element of Lucca et al. is different in both structure and 
concept from the ultra-light sound insulator of the present invention. 

The sound insulator of the present invention is an ultra-light sound 
insulator. It is intended to be ultra-light and formed so that the sound 
absorption layer is adapted to face a vehicle body panel, while the air- 
permeable resonance layer is adapted to face a vehicle interior. 

The ultra-light sound insulator of the present invention does not need to 
be dimensionally stable, does not need to itself form a structural element, and 
can be made with its thickness varied to adopt to the vehicle body panel to 
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which it is applied. In contrast, because of the dimensionally stable 
supporting layer in Lucca et al., the structural element of Lucca et al. is 
intended to form a structural element that can be used without a holding frame 
or as a bodywork part without a supporting surface, for example in a plastic 
bodywork for motor vehicles, etc. 

Because of the differences in concept between the structural element 
of Lucca et al (all embodiments) and the ultra-light sound insulator of the 
present invention, the structures of the structural element of the Lucca et al. 
and the ultra-light sound of insulator of the present invention are different. 

One difference in structure between the ultra-light sound insulator of 
the present invention and the noise-reducing structural element of Lucca et al. 
is that the sound absorption layer in the ultra-light sound insulator of the 
present invention has a thickness in a range of 1 to 50 mm, the thickness 
varying from one region to another in a range not greater than 50 mm. 

On the other hand, Lucca teaches that an element which is to be used 
as a sound screen and needs to have little mechanical stability but good 
sound absorption should possess a relatively thin supporting layer and a 
comparatively thick padding layer. In short, the sound screen of Lucca et al. 
should have a comparatively thick padding layer. That is, in the sound screen 
of Lucca et al., a high sound absorption rate cannot be assured when the 
thickness of the sound absorption layer is varied or reduced. 

On the contrary, in the present invention, a high sound absorption rate 
is assured even when the thickness of the sound absorption layer is varied or 
reduced in a region according to the conditions, such as the needed shape of 
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a product, due to other features in claim 1 , such as the resonance layer and 
the adhesion conditions (adhesion strength and adhesion area) between the 
resonance layer and the absorption layer. Moreover, the sound absorption 
rate is assured in an even wider frequency domain and thus the sound 
absorption rate is improved as a whole by varying the thickness of the sound 
absorption layer, compared to a sound insulator that has a sound absorption 
layer without thickness variation. 

Varying the thickness of the sound absorption layer is not disclosed in 
any embodiment of Lucca et al. Varying the thickness contradicts the 
requirement of a comparatively thick padding layer in Lucca et al. 
Accordingly, the advantageous effect of the present invention that sound 
absorption is improved as a whole in a wider frequency domain by varying the 
thickness of the sound absorption layer is not achieved by the sound screen 
of Lucca et al. 

The resonance layer of the present invention is also different from the 
relatively thin supporting layer of Lucca. The resonance layer of the present 
invention is light in weight and has a low rigidity. This also contributes to the 
above-described advantageous effect. On the contrary, the relatively thin 
supporting layer of Lucca et al. would be understood to have rather high 
rigidity since it is called "supporting layer." This is suggested throughout the 
claims and the specification of Lucca et al., for example, in the phrase "said 
second layer comprising rigid, impermeable, thermoformed, synthetic, and 
self-supporting material" in claim 1 of Lucca et al. In the present invention, 
resonance arises independently in a narrow area because the resonance 
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layer has a low rigidity, and this leads to an improved sound absorption in a 
wider frequency domain when the thickness of the sound absorption layer is 
varied with location. On the contrary, the rigidity of the supporting layer of 
Lucca et al. prohibits resonance to arise independently in a narrow area, and 
thus prohibits the improvement in the sound absorption when the thickness of 
the padding layer is varied with location. The resonance layer of the present 
invention is thus different from the relatively thin supporting layer of Lucca that 
is rigid and that needs a comparatively thick padding layer to assure sound 
absorption. The resonance layer of the present invention would not have 
been obvious from the comparatively thin supporting layer of Lucca et al. 

Moreover, the ultra-light sound insulator of the present invention uses 
an air-impermeable resonance layer that has a lower area weight than the 
supporting layer of Lucca et al. 

The air-impermeable resonance layer of the present invention has an 
area-weight of not greater than 200 g/m 2 (= 0.2 Kg/m 2 ). On the other hand, 
the supporting layer of Lucca et al. has a much higher area-weight than the 
ultra-light sound insulator of the present invention as explained hereinafter. 

The Lucca et al. patent discloses that the supporting layer has an 
density of 1 .5 to 2.5 Kg/C (= 1 .5 to 2.5 Kg/dm 3 = 1 500 to 2500 kg/m 3 ) (1 dm = 
1/10 m, 1dm 3 = 1/1000 m 3 ) and a thickness of 1 to 10 mm (see column 3, 
lines 41-44, column 4, lines 1 - 5, and claim 8 of Lucca et al.). The area- 
weight thereof is thus calculated to be 1 .5 to 2.5 Kg/m 2 when the thickness is 
1 mm, and 1 5 to 25 Kg/m 2 when the thickness is 1 0 mm. Accordingly the 
area-weight of the supporting layer is calculated to be 1 .5 to 25 Kg/m 2 . 
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In addition, the air-impermeable resonance-layer of the present 
invention is in the form of a film and the adhesion strength of the adhesive 
layer of the present invention is set in a range of 1 to 20 N/25 mm and the 
adhesion area of the adhesive layer is 50 to 100% of a whole interface 
between the sound absorption layer and the air-impermeable resonance 
layer. 

On the other hand, in Lucca et al., the supporting layer (12, 23, 32) is 
"rigid or solid" and the adhesion strength of the adhesive layer is not 
disclosed. The supporting layer 12 in Fig. 1 is a solid sheet of a 
thermoformable plastic material (see column 2, lines 50 to 52). Supporting 
layer 23 in Fig. 2 is polypropylene containing a mineral filler (see column 2, 
line 68 to column 3, line 2). The supporting layer 32 in Fig. 3 is glass fiber- 
reinforced heat-setting material (see column 3, lines 13 to 15). Thus, a solid 
sheet of a thermoplastic or heat-setting material can be used for the 
supporting layer. In order to increase the mechanical strength of the 
supporting layer, a glass fiber-reinforced thermoplastic material can be used. 
Vulcanizable rubber is also suitable as a supporting layer (see column 4, lines 
1 - 12). These materials are classified as heavy-weight sound insulating 
materials in conventional resonance theory. 

In Lucca et al., adhesive strength and adhesive area of adhesive layers 
15, 27, 35 against the supporting layers 12, 23, 32 are unclear. In general, an 
adhesive layer is not used or an adhesive layer having a small adhesive 
strength is used in an ultra-light sound insulator having a similar weight as the 
present invention. The lighter the sound insulator is, the simpler the adhesion 
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method with less amount of adhesive material chosen in order to simplify the 
production process and to reduce the production cost. Thus an adhesion 
strength of less than 1 N/25mm and an adhesion area of not more than 20% 
are usually adopted for such an ultra-light sound insulator. 

While the office action relies on Figs. 1-3 as showing "100% adhesion 
area," these figures are cross-sectional views and show adhesive layer 27 
only in a cross-section at a single vertical plane. This in no way supports a 
conclusion that the adhesive layer provides "100% adhesion area." 

If the heavy-weight sound insulator disclosed in Lucca et al. is to be 
applied to a conventional ultra-light sound insulator, a person of ordinary skill 
in the art would have reason to adopt an insulator without an adhesive layer 
or adopt an adhesive layer having a minimum strength to prevent the 
supporting layer from dropping off the sound absorption layer. 

On the other hand, the values of adhesion strength and adhesion area 
of the ultra-light sound insulator of the present invention are larger than values 
of a typical ultra-sound insulator and beyond the value range of the 
conventional conception. The minimum value of adhesion strength of 1 N/25 
mm of the present invention is still larger than usually anticipated range 
values. Adhesion with the maximum value of 20 N/25 mm is a fairly strong 
adhesion and would not have been contemplated by one of ordinary skill in 
the art. 

The resonance mechanism in Lucca et al. is also different from the 
resonance mechanism of the present invention. 
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Considering the area-weight and materials of the supporting layer, the 
resonance mechanism of Lucca et al. is the same as the mechanism of the 
prior art listed in the specification of the present invention (shown in Figs. 27, 
28, 29 of the present application), with both adopting a sound insulation 
theory. 

To the contrary, the inventors of the present invention assume a 
spring-mass vibration model for the present invention. 

In a spring-mass vibration model (A) membrane vibration of the air- 
impermeable resonance layer ascribed to the mass of the air-impermeable 
resonance layer alone and an air spring in the sound absorption layer, and (B) 
vibration of the whole structure (including the air-impermeable resonance 
layer and the sound absorption layer) ascribed to the total mass of the air- 
impermeable resonance layer and the sound absorption layer and the air 
spring in the sound absorption layer are combined, 

A spring-mass vibration model is defined as a model in which a mass 
part fixed at an end of a spring is vibrated by the spring. 

The following table of figures illustrates the differences between the 
present invention and Lucca et al. 
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(1) Spring-mass resonance (membrane resonance) ascribed to air-spring in sound absorption layer and 
mass of air-impermeable resonance layer 

(2) Spring-mass resonance (non-membrane resonance) ascribed to air-spring in sound absorption layer 
and total mass of sound absorption layer and air-impermeable resonance layer 

(3) Air spring constant of supporting layer 1 1 ,21 ,31 which corresponds to the air spring constant in sound 
absorption layer of the present invention 
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The spring-mass vibration model is explained from page 23, line 14 to 
page 27, line 17, particularly in page 25, line 12 to page 26, line 25 of 
Appellants' substitute specification, and is shown in Fig. 5(a) and (b) and Fig. 
7(a) and (b) of the present application. 

"Resonance" in the above table is defined as a phenomenon in forced 
vibration of a vibration system in which response against an external force 
such as displacement, velocity, and pressure is maximized at the vicinity of 
the natural frequency (resonance frequency) of the system as the frequency 
of the forced vibration is changed with the external force kept constant. 

"External force" here corresponds to reflected noise in the vehicle 
interior described at page 5, lines 13-27 of Appellants' substitute specification. 
As described therein, the frequency domain of 800 to 1600 Hz is essential for 
the cleanness of conversation. It is also described that the prior art structure, 
such as that of Lucca et al., has insufficient sound absorption effects at the 
frequency of about 1000 Hz. Furthermore, as described at page 6, line 21 to 
page 7, line 5 of Appellants' substitute specification. The prior art structure 
has a poor sound absorption in a frequency domain of 315 to 800 Hz. 

As shown above, the sound absorption layer is bonded to the air- 
impermeable resonance layer via an adhesive layer. By "regulating", or 
tuning the adhesive area and adhesive strength of the adhesive layer, 
resonance (B) ascribed to the total mass of the air-impermeable resonance 
layer and the sound absorption layer is induced, while resonance frequency of 
resonance (A) ascribed to the mass of the air-impermeable resonance layer is 
shifted to higher frequency domain. 
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Such a phenomenon does not occur by simply bonding a sound 
absorption layer to an air-impermeable resonance layer via an adhesive layer 
as in Lucca et al. The word "resonance" does not appear at all in the 
specification of Lucca et al. No resonance conditions, especially, no adhesive 
conditions are disclosed by Lucca et al. While the Examiner alleges that the 
adhesive layer of Lucca et al. has an adhesive area of 100 % based on the 
figures, the figures of Lucca et al. merely show the adhesive layer in a 
schematic manner. Adhesive conditions are not identified in the text at all. 
Accordingly, citing the figures as a basis for this rejection is unreasonable. 

Transmission loss is enhanced by the resonance (A) and (B). 
Reduction of the transmission loss is decreased in the high frequency domain, 
where transmission loss is high (see (5) in Fig. 7(a)). Total reduction of the 
transmission loss is thus decreased considering the all frequency domains in 
Fig. 7(a). Although transmission loss is reduced in the low frequency domain 
(see (6) in Fig. 7(a)), the value of transmission loss itself is small there, so the 
reduction there does not greatly affect the total value. 

The peak of resonance (B) appears in low frequency domain (see (6) in 
Fig. 7(b)). The sound absorption rate in the low frequency domain, where it 
was difficult to raise sound the absorption rate, can thus be enhanced. 

The peak of resonance (A) in the high frequency domain is shifted to 
higher frequency domain compared to that of Lucca et al. (see (4) in Fig. 
7(b)). The sound absorption rate is slightly reduced by this (see Fig. 7(b)(5)). 
However, the width of the wavy shape of the curve, namely the range of the 
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frequency, is widened as a whole, and the sound absorption rate is thus 
enhanced as a whole. 

In the present invention, two peaks appear in the sound absorption rate 
curve and the characteristic of transmission loss is changed due to the 
resonances (A) and (B) described above. 

Even if the resonance (A) can be expected in Lucca et al., the peak of 
Lucca et al. does not appear at optimum frequency. Moreover, Lucca et al. 
patent neither discloses nor suggests that resonance (B) is induced. The 
Lucca et al. patent also neither discloses nor suggests measurement data on 
the sound absorption rate and transmission loss. 

The sound absorption rate and transmission loss have properties 
opposing each other. That is, the transmission loss is deteriorated when the 
sound absorption rate is ameliorated, while sound absorption rate is 
deteriorated when the transmission loss is ameliorated. In the field of ultra- 
light sound insulators, this was a tricky problem to be resolved. 

The present invention is based on an idea which is clearly different 
from the conventional idea based on the conventional spring-mass theory 
(rigid body theory). 

In the present invention, based on the observation that two peaks of 
different frequencies appear due to two kinds of resonances (A) and (B), the 
inventors tuned spring, mass, and adhesion strength and adhesion area of the 
adhesion layer, in order to obtain balanced optimum combinations of sound 
absorption rate and transmission loss. 
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This makes tuning of both the sound absorption rate and the 
transmission loss possible at any desired frequency band from low frequency 
domain to high frequency domain (see page 25, line 12 to page 26, line 24 of 
Appellants' substitute specification). Such is neither disclosed by nor obvious 
over Lucca et al. 

For the foregoing reasons, the ultra-light sound insulator of the present 
invention is clearly not disclosed by Lucca et al. and would not have been 
obvious over Lucca et al. 

The Examiner has cited the Flowers et al. patent as disclosing that 
bodywork outer layers have uneven contours. However, even assuming, 
arguendo, this to be true, sound insulation would be deteriorated in the 
insulator of Flower et al. in a similar way as in the insulator of Lucca et al. and 
other prior art when the thickness of the insulator is varied or reduced. 
Therefore, clearly the Flowers et al. patent does not remedy any of the other 
deficiencies noted above with respect to Lucca et al. 

Therefore, the ultra-light sound insulator of the present invention is not 
disclosed by Lucca et al. and would not have been obvious over Lucca et al., 
even "as evidenced by Flowers et al." 
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CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, claims 1, 6, 14, 16-18, 20 and 28 are 
patentable, and the final rejections thereof should be reversed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ANTONELLI, TERRY, STOUT & KRAUS, LLP 

/Alan E. Schiavelli/ 
Alan E. Schiavelli 
Registration No. 32,087 

AES/at 

(703)312-6600 



CLAIMS APPENDIX 



1. An ultra-light sound insulator, comprising: 

a sound absorption layer that is light in weight and has a thickness in a 
range of 1 to 50 mm, the thickness varying from one region to another in a 
range not greater than 50 mm, and a density in a range of 0.01 to 0.2 g/cm 3 ; 
and 

an air-impermeable resonance layer in the form of a film having a 
thickness in a range of 10 to 200pm that is bonded to said sound absorption 
layer via an adhesive layer and has an area-weight of not greater than 200 
g/m 2 , 

wherein an adhesion strength of said adhesive layer against said 
sound absorption layer and said air-impermeable resonance layer is set in a 
range of 1 to 20 N/25 mm under conditions of a peel angle of 180 degrees 
and a peel width of 25 mm, 

an adhesion area of said adhesive layer is 50 to 100% of a whole 
interface between said sound absorption layer and said air-impermeable 
resonance layer so that resonance due to a total mass of said air- 
impermeable resonance layer and said sound absorption layer occurs in 
addition to membrane resonance of said air-impermeable resonance layer, 
and 

said sound absorption layer is adapted to face to a vehicle body panel, 
while said air-impermeable resonance layer is adapted to face to a vehicle 
interior. 
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2-5. (Canceled). 



6. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 1 , wherein 
said sound absorption layer has an initial compression repulsive force in a 
range of 2 to 200 N. 

7-13. (Canceled) 

14. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 1 , wherein 
said sound absorption layer a density in a range of 0.03 to 0.08 g/cm 3 . 

15. (Canceled) 

1 6. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 1 , wherein 
said adhesion strength of said adhesive layer against said sound absorption 
layer and said air-impermeable resonance layer is set in a range of 3 to 10 
N/25 mm under conditions of a peel angle of 180 degrees and a peel width of 
25 mm. 

1 7. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 1 , wherein 
said adhesion area of said adhesive layer is 80 to 1 00% of a whole interface 
between said sound absorption layer and said air-impermeable resonance 
layer. 
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1 8. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 1 , wherein 
said sound absorption layer a density in a range of 0.03 to 0.08 g/cm 3 , said 
air-impermeable resonance layer has an area-weight of not greater than 300 
g/m 2 , said adhesion strength of said adhesive layer against said sound 
absorption layer and said air-impermeable resonance layer is set in a range of 
3 to 10 N/25 mm under conditions of a peel angle of 180 degrees and a peel 
width of 25 mm and said adhesion area of said adhesive layer is 80 to 100% 
of a whole interface between said sound absorption layer and said air- 
impermeable resonance layer. 

19. (Canceled). 

20. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 5, wherein 
said sound absorption layer has an initial compression repulsive force in a 
range of 20 to 100 N. 

21-27. (Canceled). 

28. An ultra-light sound insulator in accordance with claim 1 , wherein 
the thickness of said sound absorption layer is in a range of 5-40 mm. 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 
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RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

NONE 
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